256                      Reply to Objections. VI

distinction between those which, though I thought of each atten-
tively1, appeared none the less distinct on that account, such* as
mind and body, than between those, in the case of which, though
we can understand the one without thinking of the other, we do
not see that the one can exist without the other, when we think of
each. Thus certainly God's immensity can be understood, though
we do not attend to His justice ; but it is wholly contradictory
that when we attend to either we should think that God is great,
without being just. It is possible also rightly to apprehend
God's existence, without having knowledge of the persons of the
holy Trinity, which indeed a mind illumined by faith can alone
perceive; yet when they are once recognized, I deny that there can
be discerned between them a real distinction in respect of the
divine essence, whatever be admitted to prevail in respect of their
relation to one another.

Finally I had no fear lest, preoccupied with my Analysis, I
might perhaps have been led astray when, seeing that there are
certain bodies which do not think'2, or rather clearly understanding
that certain bodies can exist without thought, I preferred to-
conclude that thought did not belong to the nature of the body,,
rather than to infer from my observing that certain other bodies^
e.g. human bodies, do think, that thought was a mode of body.
For, in truth, I have never seen or perceived that human bodies,
think, but only that they are the same men who possess both,
thought and a body. And I clearly saw that this fact must be
due to the compounding of a thinking with a corporeal thing,,
because when I examined the thinking thing separately I found
nothing in it belonging to the body, just as neither could I discover
anything of the nature of thought in corporeal nature separately
considered. But, on the other hand, when I examined all the
modes of body and of mind alike, I perceived none at all the
concept of which did not depend on the concept of the thing of
which it was a mode. Likewise, from the fact that we often
perceive two things conjoined, it is not permissible to conclude
that they are one and the same thing; but from the fact that we
sometimes notice one of them apart from the other, it is highly
proper to infer that they are diverse. Neither should the power
of God deter us from drawing this conclusion, because it is not less,
conceptually repugnant that those things which we clearly perceive
to be twain and diverse should be intrinsically and apart from all
1 < at the same time,' F. V.                 "2 p. 240, ad init.